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Then there is ObamaCare, which has
meant soaring premiums and huge
deductibles for way too many Amer-
ican families. Being in the middle class
was once associated with financial se-
curity. With a little prudence, middle-
class families could be expected to see
their kids through college and to retire
comfortably. No more.

In the Obama economy, the future is
less secure. Household income not only
failed to rise over the past 5% years, it
has actually dropped by $3,500 under
the President’s watch. Wages have re-
mained flat and economic growth has
been tepid at best. Middle-class fami-
lies are no longer looking forward to a
future of economic security. Instead,
they are praying they do not get hit
with any unexpected bills. They are
worrying that they will not be able to
send their kids to college, and they are
wondering how long they will have to
work past retirement to the economic
security they need.

In a previous America, low-income
families could confidently expect that
effort and hard work could bring them
into the ranks of the middle class. How
many of our parents started out living
on a shoestring but ended up sending
their kids to college and retiring com-
fortably?

Today, though, opportunities to
reach the middle class are few and far
between. Fourteen million more Amer-
icans are on food stamps today than
when the President took office. Demo-
cratic policies such as the ObamaCare
30-hour workweek are hitting low-in-
come Americans the hardest. Many of
the better paying jobs lost during the
recession are not being replaced. Sev-
enty-eight percent of the jobs lost dur-
ing the recession were high- or mid-
wage jobs, but just 56 percent of the
jobs recovered have been high or mid-
wage jobs. That means almost half of
the new jobs that have been created are
low-wage jobs. That is not the kind of
climate that enables upward mobility.

The worst part is it does not look as
though things are going to get better
anytime soon. This week the Inter-
national Monetary Fund announced it
now predicts the United States eco-
nomic growth rate will not exceed 2
percent this year. That is not any-
where close to the kind of growth we
need for a real recovery.

The New York Times reported last
week, ‘“The Federal Reserve, persist-
ently optimistic in its previous fore-
casts, said in March that it no longer
expected a full recovery in the foresee-
able future.” Let me repeat that. The
Federal Reserve said it no longer ex-
pected a full recovery in the foresee-
able future.

Four years ago President Obama and
his administration proclaimed the ad-
vent of the summer of economic recov-
ery. President Obama claimed the
economy is headed in the right direc-
tion. Vice President BIDEN confidently
predicted in April of 2010 that some-
time in the next couple of months we
are going to be creating between 250,000
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jobs a month and 500,000 jobs a month.
In August of that year, Treasury Sec-
retary Timothy Geithner published an
op-ed in the New York Times entitled,
‘“Welcome to the Recovery.”

Well, as the American people know,
recovery summer never materialized.
Four years later the American people
are still waiting. According to the Fed-
eral Reserve, they are going to have to
wait longer. In 2009, the President’s
economic advisors predicted that un-
employment would fall below 6 percent
in 2012. Two years later, unemployment
is still firmly stuck above 6 percent.
The Federal Reserve Bank in San Fran-
cisco has suggested that 6-percent un-
employment should be considered the
“‘new normal.”

I do not accept that. Republicans do
not accept that. We do not accept 6.3
percent unemployment, sluggish eco-
nomic growth, and struggling middle-
class families as the new normal, be-
cause it does not have to be that way.
We can get our economy going again.
But it is going to take something a lot
different than the policies of the past
5% years. It is going to take the kind
of policies that remove families’ bur-
dens, instead of increasing them. It is
going to take policies that encourage
businesses to create jobs, not to cut
jobs. Republicans have a lot of ideas
about how to get started, ideas such as
repealing the ObamaCare medical de-
vice tax that has already killed tens of
thousands of jobs and will kill thou-
sands more if it is not stopped or re-
storing the 40-hour workweek so busi-
nesses will no longer be forced to cut
employees’ hours under ObamaCare’s
mandates or stopping the President’s
national energy tax which would make
it more difficult for American families,
particularly low-income families, to af-
ford gas, heating, and electricity or en-
acting trade promotion authority to
open new markets to American farm-
ers, workers, and businesses, and to
create new good-paying jobs for Amer-
ican workers.

The list goes on. These are just a few
of the ideas Republicans have to get
our economy going again.

If Democrats were serious about
wanting to help American families,
they would be working with Repub-
licans to help us get legislation passed.
We don’t have to accept the President’s
economy as the new normal: chronic
high unemployment, sluggish growth,
massive amounts of debt. That
shouldn’t be the norm, and we
shouldn’t be satisfied with it.

Republicans are going to be working
every day to ensure it isn’t the new
normal, and we will continue working
until our economy is flourishing again
and every American has the oppor-
tunity for a good job and a prosperous
and secure future. We hope Democrats
will work with us toward that end. It
means opening this floor of the Senate
to legislation that will grow our econ-
omy, create jobs, and allow us to open-
ly debate, allow us to offer amend-
ments, something that hasn’t happened
for the past year.
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Since July of last year, there have
been only nine Republican amend-
ments voted on on the floor of the Sen-
ate—nine—nine amendments in almost
a year. The ironic thing about that is
the same procedures that are being
used to block Republican amendments
are also blocking Democratic amend-
ments. So in that same timeframe
Democrats have only had seven amend-
ments voted on in the past year.

In the world’s greatest deliberative
body, the place where we are supposed
to have open debate and an open
amendment process, Republicans had
nine amendments voted on. We could
take that as a personal affront, but
that is not what it is about. It is about
the people whom we represent because
they elect us here to come out, rep-
resent them, and to make sure their
voices are heard in the political proc-
esses in the debates we have in Wash-
ington on the big issues that are im-
portant to them and their families. So
when amendments are blocked and this
process is shut down on the floor of the
Senate, it is the people’s voices who
don’t get heard and don’t get rep-
resented. That has to change, and it
needs to change soon, because the
issues are big, and the problems and
the challenges that face middle-income
families are consequential.

Many of us in this Chamber come
here every single day hoping to offer
legislation and amendments that we
believe will be solutions to getting the
economy growing again and to create
jobs. Every single day for the last year,
at least, we have been shut down.

We can do better by the American
people. They deserve better. I hope we
will do better, and we can start now.

I yield the floor.

———————

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:47 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN).

———

NOMINATION OF PETER JOSEPH
KADZIK TO BE AN ASSISTANT
ATTORNEY GENERAL—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If no one yields time, time
will be charged equally to both sides.

The Senator from Idaho.

TRIBUTE TO LEONARD N. ‘“‘BUD’’ PURDY

Mr. RISCH. Madam President, I rise
today to pay tribute to one of Idaho’s
legendary ranchers and conservation-
ists, Leonard N. Purdy, who was known
to all of us as Bud Purdy. Bud passed
away on April 14, at the age of 96, at
his home on Silver Creek in Picabo, ID.

Bud never called himself a cowboy,
but when I think of an Idaho cowboy,
Bud is the one who frequently comes to
mind. As many have said, he was the
definition of the values we attribute to
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cowboys—hard work, common sense,
persistence, determination, faith in
others, honesty, and, to me, a true
friend. Bud demonstrated these every
day in life on the ranch, at the store
and the grain businesses he owned, and
especially among family, friends, and
in the community.

I think the love of ranching was just
in his blood, an inherited trait. After
graduating from Washington State
University in Pullman, Bud went to
work on his grandfather’s ranch. He
worked his way up to managing the
Picabo Ranch and then he bought it.
He also bought the Picabo Store and
Silver Creek Supply—a grain elevator
and seed business.

Bud was known by all for his love of
the cattle industry. He enjoyed moving
cattle, riding the fences, and moving
and checking water, some of which he
did long after most would have retired.
He was a real Idaho cowboy. In fact,
Bud helped get the Idaho Cattle Asso-
ciation started, where he served as
president and was a longtime member
of the board.

Bud was one of the larger-than-life
Idahoans who helped make the Gem
State a great place to live, work, and
play. Working the land for livestock
grazing, Bud recognized the value of
conserving for future generations, so
some 20 years ago he donated a 3,500-
acre conservation easement along Sil-
ver Creek to the Nature Conservancy—
a contribution valued at $7 million. Yet
Bud—true to his character—did not
even take the associated tax deduction.

Clearly, like he valued the land, Bud
valued Idaho. He had natural leader-
ship talent which was called on time
and again in community and industry
organizations. He served on the Idaho
Rangeland Committee and the Na-
tional Bureau of Land Management Ad-
visory Council. Bud also gave time to
foundations of the University of Idaho
and College of Southern Idaho and the
Blaine County Medical Center. In addi-
tion, he helped raise funds for the new
St. Luke’s Hospital. Bud also helped es-
tablish the Idaho Association of Com-
merce and Industry, where he also
served as chairman. IACI, as it is
known, is a strong and well-respected
group fostering business interests in
Idaho.

Amazingly, Bud found time for hunt-
ing, skiing, fishing, and flying. Among
those he hosted, hunted, and skied with
were Ernest Hemingway, Jimmy Stew-
art, and Gary Cooper—all frequent visi-
tors to his ranch on Silver Creek.

Flying became a passion. He checked
the ranch from the air and piloted to
many meetings across the State and
Nation. As late as last year, he and his
son Nick flew to California to attend a
meeting. At the time of Bud’s passing,
he was the second oldest pilot in Idaho.
He once told me he hoped he could fly
long enough to be the oldest pilot in
Idaho. Unfortunately, he didn’t quite
make it. But if there are planes in
Heaven, Bud is definitely flying one
today.
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Among the many honors and awards
Bud received were an induction into
the Idaho Hall of Fame, an honorary
doctorate in range science from the
University of Idaho, the Idaho States-
man Distinguished Citizens Award, and
serving as grand marshal of the 2013
Ketchum Wagon Days Parade.

As busy as he was, Bud was always a
family man. He and his first wife Max-
ine Dahl had three children—Nick,
Mark, and Kris. Nick continues the
family ranching legacy. In 1952 Bud
married Ruth Eccles. Her son Gordon
helped manage the Picabo Store.
Throughout the years, Bud employed
other family members as well. In fact,
you could say the town of Picabo is
successfully run and managed by the
Purdy family.

Idaho has lost one of its most beloved
and respected citizens, but Idaho and
our great Nation are better places for
the accomplishments and contributions
of Bud Purdy. The legacy he leaves the
world is one we all would do well to
emulate.

Bud, a grateful Idaho and nation will
miss you.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BORDER SECURITY

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
am returning to the Senate floor to
talk once again about the wave of mi-
grant children who are coming across
the U.S.-Mexican border unaccom-
panied by adults. So far this year, since
October, 47,000 unaccompanied minors
have been detained at the border, most
of them coming not from Mexico,
which obviously is closer to the United
States, but from as far away as Central
America and beyond.

To put this in some context, from
Guatemala City, Guatemala, to
McAllen, TX, is roughly a trip of 1200
miles. I have spoken many times and I
will continue to speak to anyone who
will listen about the horrific and dan-
gerous conditions these children and
other migrants travel just to get to the
United States. Thousands of migrant
children, almost all of whom come
from Honduras, Guatemala, El Sal-
vador, and Mexico are currently being
held in U.S. military facilities such as
Lackland Air Force Base in San Anto-
nio, TX. While Federal, State, and
local officials try to figure out, No. 1,
who they are—find out what their iden-
tity is, because many of them show up
without any identification—they try to
figure out, well, do they have any rel-
atives here in the United States or pos-
sible legal guardians? Then they have
to decide what to do with them while
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their cases are being processed. Obvi-
ously since the majority of them come
from countries other than Mexico, they
cannot just be turned back, particu-
larly in the case of minor children,
some of whom have been reported to be
as young as 5 years old. The average
age is roughly 14 years old, but still
when I describe, as I will today and will
continue to do, the horrific conditions
under which these migrant children
travel from Mexico and up from Cen-
tral America, no one in their right
mind would want to have their child
subjected to that sort of potential and
reality of abuse and mistreatment.

I am glad the President has asked
Vice President JOE BIDEN to travel to
Central America, but I worry that so
far I haven’t heard any plan whatso-
ever that would stop the flow of these
unaccompanied children from Central
America and Mexico.

As you can imagine, this is a bureau-
cratic nightmare, trying to figure out
how to deal with this mass of human-
ity coming across the border. In fact,
the Border Patrol is spending so much
time trying to take care of the human-
itarian crisis that they are neglecting
some of their principal responsibilities,
which are to stem the flow of illegal
immigration and drugs across the bor-
der. So this is diverting law enforce-
ment from its assigned role just to deal
with the temporary crisis. At least I
hope it is temporary.

The authorities in South Texas and
the Rio Grande Valley do not have the
resources or the manpower to handle
such a massive influx of unaccom-
panied children. In terms of the chil-
dren who have been released from U.S.
custody, we still don’t know how many
of their ‘‘temporary guardians’ are
themselves illegal immigrants. We
don’t know because I assume there is
not a background check conducted on
them. I hope I am wrong. But I hope we
don’t find out that some of these unac-
companied minors are being turned
over to relatives who are themselves
perhaps criminals or sex offenders. In
other words, we have no idea, because
the President has not spoken out, what
kind of plan there is to make sure of
the conditions these children are living
in or what sort of potential abuse they
might suffer. It is an awful situation
any way you look at it.

What makes it even more outrageous
is it is directly the result of the im-
pression that President Obama is unin-
terested in enforcing our immigration
laws, specifically his refusal to enforce
and his granting of so-called deferred
action programs he announced in the
Rose Garden 2 years ago.

To be fair to the President and the
Senators who voted for the Senate im-
migration bill, it would have, if signed
into law, granted a deferred action for
a certain class of minors, so-called
DREAM Act kids. But none of these
children entering the country cur-
rently qualify or would qualify for ei-
ther the President’s deferred action
order that he issued unilaterally or the
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Senate-passed DREAM Act provisions.
So we know they are entering in viola-
tion of American law, but there are no
negative consequences associated with
it as long as they are basically accom-
modated in the United States.

As a result, the number of children
entering the country, together with
the number of adults, is simply sky-
rocketing. As I said previously, to start
with, it was estimated that 47,000 have
been detained so far this year, and that
this entire calendar year there will be
as many as 60,000. Next year the num-
bers are expected to double to 120,000
children.

The fact is this is not just affecting
States such as Texas, a border State,
or even Arizona or California. This is
affecting States such as Virginia,
Maryland, Oklahoma, and other places
where the Federal Government is sim-
ply looking for a place to warehouse
these children while it figures out what
to do with them.

Of course, the ensuing crisis has
prompted a fresh debate over security
conditions at the U.S.-Mexican border.
As the debate goes forward, it is worth
considering exactly what we mean
when we talk about border security,
because I fear it is a term that is often
misunderstood.

Border security is not just about
catching people along the Rio Grande
or checkpoints in places such as
Falfurrias or Sarita, it is also about de-
terring potential illegal immigrants
from starting out from their home
country on such a dangerous journey in
the first place. My friend Congressman
HENRY CUELLAR from Laredo said, for
example, when you play football you
don’t just defend at the goal line; you
start 20 yards from the goal line, you
start at midfield and on the other
team’s turf. So we need to make sure
we have a comprehensive approach and
a plan to deal with illegal immigration
into the country, as I said, hopefully
with the goal in large part of deterring
parents from turning their children
over to the hands of the drug cartels
and other transnational criminal gangs
and sending them on this perilous and
horrific journey north to the United
States.

This journey from Central America
to southern Mexico to the U.S. border
is one of the most dangerous journeys
anywhere in the world. Indeed, every
single corridor is controlled by
transnational criminal drug organiza-
tions, including drug smugglers and
cartels. They prey on the weakest and
most vulnerable people they find. They
will rob them, they will sexually as-
sault them, they will kill them if need
be in order to suit their purposes. Not
surprisingly, the ongoing surge of Cen-
tral American migrants has been an
absolute gift to the Mexican drug car-
tels and their gangland affiliates. As an
Austin-based immigration lawyer told
the L.A. Times recently: ‘“The smug-
glers are milking this situation for all
it’s worth.” This is money in the bank
for the drug cartels and the human

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

smugglers, the people who prey on the
most vulnerable people who are smug-
gled in from Central America and Mex-
ico to the United States. That is how
they make their money. That is their
business model, so to speak.

President Obama has often defended
his immigration policies as a humane
response to a broken system. I would
be among the first to acknowledge that
America’s immigration system is in-
deed broken, but there is nothing hu-
mane about incentivizing people who
risk their lives and their children’s
lives by traveling through the most
dangerous smuggling corridors in the
Western Hemisphere. There is nothing
humane about incentivizing people to
pay human traffickers for transpor-
tation through Mexico.

Yet when the administration delib-
erately refuses to enforce our immigra-
tion laws and talks daily about its in-
vestigation into changing repatriation
policies, it effectively tells people in
Mexico and Central America that if
they make it across to the U.S. border
they will almost certainly be allowed
to stay. When the administration does
those things, it is effectively encour-
aging poor, vulnerable immigrants to
embark on a treacherous and often
deadly journey.

As I said, the journey is especially
treacherous for young migrant women
and children. The migrant women are
frequently raped, kidnapped, and sold
to sex traffickers. Some experts believe
that 6 out of 10 of the migrant women
who traverse this dangerous territory
are sexually assaulted. It is truly ap-
palling and without question one of the
worst human rights nightmares any-
where in our hemisphere. For that
matter, it is likely getting worse. A
new Congressional Research Service
memo indicates that girls and children
below the age of 13 represent a growing
number of unaccompanied minors who
are being apprehended at the southern
border. Needless to say, as more and
more migrant children travel through
Mexico, more will be forced into sex
slavery and prostitution.

I think we all agree that the status
quo is simply intolerable and unaccept-
able.

So what is the solution? Well, I spent
the past couple of days urging the
President to take a few basic steps that
would help curtail the seemingly end-
less flow of unaccompanied minors up
through this dangerous smuggling cor-
ridor. The steps I have outlined I think
reflect common sense. For starters, the
President of the United States must
make it abundantly clear to everyone
that his deferred action program on de-
portation does not apply to the chil-
dren who are now streaming across our
border in floodlike proportions. If the
President himself were to make such
an announcement, it would get noticed.

Right now Central American news-
papers as well as the criminal cartels
are actively spreading the word that if
you turn yourselves over to us and pay
our price to get smuggled into the
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United States, you can get free passage
and stay, because they are saying you
will not be repatriated.

If the President also worked with the
Mexican Government to help secure its
southern border with Guatemala—that
border is about 500 miles long and it is
currently the place the migrants come
from Central America into Mexico to
begin that 1long, perilous journey,
many on a train system that has be-
come known as The Beast or The Beast
of Death, which has been written about
a lot. If the President were to help pro-
vide Mexico, in consultation with our
Mexican friends, a way to help secure
that border, it would help stem more
than half the flow of migrants includ-
ing these unaccompanied children from
Central America. And if the President
sent the message, contrary to what he
has done recently, that he is com-
mitted to enforcing all of our immigra-
tion laws until Congress and the Presi-
dent can engage in our constitutionally
required process of amending those
laws, then the tide of children flooding
across South Texas might soon be re-
versed.

I wish I had confidence that Presi-
dent Obama would take the actions I
have described. His record on immigra-
tion and border security, unfortu-
nately, inspires no confidence that he
will.

To reiterate, once again, solving this
crisis isn’t simply about securing
America’s southern border. It is not
just about goal-line defense, in the
words of Congressman CUELLAR, it is
about enforcing our immigration laws.
It is about saving mothers and daugh-
ters, fathers and sons, from contact
with some of the most brutal criminal
organizations on the planet.

I hope the President is listening. I
am encouraged that Vice President
BIDEN is traveling to the region, but, of
course, we know that Central America,
the government there, has deteriorated
to the point that it has become an in-
creasingly dangerous place. That is an-
other one of the arguments that is
made, that people are simply fleeing
from violence in those Central Amer-
ican countries. I certainly am sympa-
thetic, but the fact is the United
States cannot absorb people from every
part of the globe who want to come to
the United States without imperiling
our way of life. So what we need to do
is find a way to control immigration
through legal channels, and we need to
send the message to other countries
that you cannot come here with impu-
nity and simply overwhelm our ability
in the United States to take care of
legal immigrants.

The President can do a lot. Sending
Vice President BIDEN to Central Amer-
ica is a start, but what we need is a
plan along the lines I have outlined in
order to stem this humanitarian crisis
that is occurring not just in South
Texas but is being spread to Virginia,
Maryland, OKklahoma, Arizona, and
California, because that is where these
children are being sent in the custody
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of the Federal Government—basically
in warehouses or it occurs to me that
this is more like a refugee camp on
American soil. This is not the way we
would want our children to live, and
this is not the way we should want
other parents’ children to live. We will
take care of them to the best of our
ability while they are here, but what
we need is an unequivocal message that
says America does not have an open
border and that parents should not
turn their children over to these dan-
gerous drug cartels and human smug-
glers in order to come to the United
States.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VETERANS HEALTH CARE

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President,
what the recent crisis at the Veterans’
Administration has taught us is that
the cost of war does not end when the
last shots are fired and the last mis-
siles are launched. The cost of war con-
tinues until the last veteran receives
the care and benefits that he or she has
earned on the battlefield. In other
words, the cost of war is very expen-
sive. It is expensive in terms of human
life, in terms of human suffering, and
in terms of financial commitment.

The cost of war in Iraq and Afghani-
stan alone is almost 7,000 dead. The
cost of war is some 200,000 men and
women coming home from those wars
with post-traumatic stress disorder or
traumatic brain injury. The cost of war
from Iraq and Afghanistan is that
many of our veterans have come home
without arms or legs or eyesight or
without their hearing. The cost of war
is tragic suicides taking place all over
this country from people who have re-
turned from war.

The cost of war is veterans coming
home unable to find jobs and get their
feet back on the ground financially.
The cost of war is high divorce rates
and the impact that family stress has
on kids. The cost of war is widows sud-
denly having to start their life anew
without the person they married at
their side.

Two weeks ago Senator MCCAIN and I
hammered together a proposal to deal
with the current crisis at the VA, and
I thank him very much for under-
standing the need to move forward ex-
peditiously.

Last Wednesday this legislation
passed the Senate by a vote of 93 to 3,
and I thank all of the Members in both
political parties for voting for this bill.
I thank them for understanding that
we need to continue moving forward on
this legislation as quickly as possible
and in a nonpartisan way.

A recent VA audit revealed that
more than 57,000 veterans are waiting
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to be scheduled for medical appoint-
ments. They are in facilities where the
waiting lists are much too long. That,
to my mind, is clearly an emergency
situation.

I thank all of those Senators who not
only voted to pass this bill but, perhaps
more importantly, voted to pay for this
bill through emergency funding. I
could not agree more with Senator
MCcCAIN when he said:

If there is a definition of emergency, I
would say that this legislation fits that. It is
an emergency. It is an emergency what is
happening to our veterans and the men and
women who have served this country. And we
need to pass this legislation and get it in
conference with the House as soon as pos-
sible.

I fully agree with Senator MCCAIN’s
sentiment. Madam President, 93 Sen-
ators—in a strong bipartisan showing—
agreed with Senator MCcCCAIN and me
that this is an emergency, that vet-
erans must get the quality health care
they need, and they must get it in a
timely manner. We need to provide the
funding the VA needs and do it in an
expeditious way.

Needless to say, the bill we passed in
the Senate is a compromise. It is not
the bill I know Senator McCAIN would
have written alone, and it is surely not
the bill I would have written if I could
have had the power to write it alone. It
is a compromise that was hammered
out in good faith, which is something
we need to see more of in this body.

What this bill does is address the im-
mediate crisis facing the VA of long
waiting periods and makes certain that
as soon as possible, the veterans of our
country get the high-quality care they
need and they get it in a timely fash-
ion. That is what our veterans deserve.

I will briefly touch on some of the
major provisions in the bill. This bill
allows for 26 major medical facility
leases, which means improved and ex-
panded care for veterans in 17 States
and Puerto Rico. There has been some
disagreement about a 27th facility lo-
cated in OKlahoma. That facility was
in the original bill I introduced, and I
supported its inclusion in final passage.

This bill also provides for the expe-
dited hiring of VA doctors and nurses
and $500 million targeted to hire those
providers with unobligated funds. No
medical program can provide quality
care in a timely manner if those pro-
grams do not have an adequate number
of doctors, nurses, and other medical
providers.

This bill will provide an opportunity
for the VA to immediately increase ca-
pacity within their system. It will pro-
vide an expedited hiring authority to
allow VA to quickly hire doctors and
nurses, which is not the case right now.
One of the problems with the VA is
they have a very complicated process.
It takes a whole lot of time, and they
often lose their applicants because it
takes such a long period of time. We
need to change that, and this bill does
that.

Right now there are 741 vacancy an-
nouncements for physician positions at
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VA on USAJOBS. My understanding is
that is a flaw. In fact, the real number
of physicians needed is significantly
greater than that. In Phoenix alone
there have been estimates that up to
500 new providers in that one facility
alone—and those are doctors, nurses,
and other health care providers—are
needed if the veterans in Phoenix are
going to have timely care.

Further, what our legislation also
does is say to veterans around the
country that if they cannot get into a
VA facility in a timely manner, they
will be able to get the care they need
outside of the VA. In my view, what we
need to do is hire those doctors, nurses,
and supporting staff so veterans who
come to the VA can get timely care
there, but if they cannot get to a VA
facility, this legislation is very clear in
stating that they can go to private doc-
tors, community health centers, De-
partment of Defense bases or Indian
health care facilities.

The goal is to give veterans a wide
option to access care in a timely man-
ner through providers in their commu-
nities. If the VA is unable to accommo-
date those veterans, they are going to
go outside of the VA and get timely
health care, and that is a very impor-
tant provision in this bill.

This bill also says veterans who live
40 miles or more from a VA facility—if
they choose—also have the option of
seeking care outside of the VA. For
those veterans living in very rural
areas—and I have talked to one Sen-
ator who indicated that in some cases
a veteran has to travel hundreds and
hundreds of miles to get VA health
care—this provision will also be very
important.

The bill also addresses a major crisis
we have seen in the military; that is,
the tragedy and the outrage of sexual
assault. Our bill will significantly in-
crease VA services for those veterans
who experienced sexual assault in the
military.

This bill also deals with an issue—
where there is widespread support
across partisan lines—instate tuition
for all veterans at public colleges and
universities. This bill also importantly
provides that surviving spouses—most-
ly wives who have lost their husbands
in battle—will also be eligible for the
post-9/11 GI bill, and that is exactly the
right thing to do.

This bill also establishes commis-
sions to provide help to give the VA in
terms of improving schedule capabili-
ties and capital planning. These are
areas, frankly, where the VA has not
been strong. They can use private sec-
tor and expert help so they can im-
prove their scheduling capabilities and
their ability to do capital planning.

Finally, and importantly, this bill
gives the Secretary the authority to
immediately fire incompetent employ-
ees or those who have falsified or ma-
nipulated data in terms of waiting peri-
ods. All of us have been outraged that
people have intentionally manipulated
data to make it appear that veterans
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have been getting timely care when
that was not the case.

Our bill gives the Secretary the abil-
ity to fire those employees and other
incompetent employees and it also pro-
vides due process. I think that is im-
portant because I do not want to see
the VA politicized. I don’t want to see
a President coming into office with a
new Secretary firing 300 or 400 top-level
supervisors. We do not want to see the
VA politicized. We want the best people
regardless of their political views.

The House of Representatives passed
legislation last week which covers a lot
of the same ground the Sanders-
McCain bill covers, and I am very con-
fident that in working with chairman
JEFF MILLER and ranking member
MIKE MICHAUD, we can bridge the dif-
ferences and send the President a bill
he can sign in the very near future. I
think that is what the American people
want. That is what Members of Con-
gress want. We do not want this to drag
on and on and on. We want to get this
bill done quickly.

Finally, I did want to say a word to
the 300,000 employees who work at the
VA. These last several months have
been a tough time for many of them.
The truth is the overwhelming major-
ity of the people who work at the VA
are hard-working, honest, and serious
people. In fact, many of them are vet-
erans themselves. I know many others
who work at the VA look at what they
do not as a job—a 9-to-5 job—but they
look at it as a mission. They feel very
seriously that our veterans have to get
the best health care possible, and they
are doing their best to make that hap-
pen. I thank them very much for that.

Over and over, I hear from my State
of Vermont and from across the coun-
try that once veterans get into the VA
health care system, the care is good.
That is not just my view; it is the view
of virtually all of the major veterans
organizations and independent studies
that compare VA health care with care
in the private sector.

In the State of Vermont some 98 per-
cent of veterans get appointments into
the system within 30 days. That is
good, but it needs to be better in
Vermont and throughout this country.
The goal must be the highest quality
care possible and getting people their
appointments in a timely manner.

Let me read, interestingly enough, a
poll that just came out from Gallup
today. It was published today, and it
was commissioned by MarketWatch
from the Wall Street Journal. The in-
teresting paragraph here—they polled
some 42,000-plus Americans regarding
their satisfaction with health care in
America. Let me quote what the arti-
cle says:

Despite recent troubles with veterans not
having access to prompt medical appoint-
ments, current and former military per-
sonnel are the most satisfied with their
health care, as 77% expressed contentment.
That was the highest satisfaction rate
among those broken out by method of cov-
erage.

Veterans, obviously, get their health
care in other ways—not just through
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the VA—but it is important to recog-
nize that for many, many veterans the
health care they are getting is good,
and they appreciate that.

Let me conclude by saying our job
right now—and I think the American
people are with us on this virtually 100
percent—is to make sure those men
and women who have put their lives on
the line to defend us—they are now
asking us to defend them, to make sure
they get the health care and the bene-
fits to which they are entitled. My goal
is to see that we move this legislation
as quickly as possible. I hope by tomor-
row we will have named conferees to
the conference committee. My hope is
we can get this legislation on to the
President’s desk as soon as we possibly
can.

It is one thing to give heartfelt
speeches about how much we love and
respect veterans; it is another to act,
and now is the time for action. The
Senate and House committee staffs
have already begun preliminary discus-
sions. My understanding is the House
conferees will be named tomorrow. I
believe we will do the same here in the
Senate. My job and what I intend to
work on as hard as I can is to make
sure we pass strong legislation as soon
as we possibly can and have the Presi-
dent sign that legislation.

With that, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

IMMIGRATION REFORM

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, just a
few minutes ago the Senator from
Texas, my friend JOHN CORNYN, came
to the floor and spoke about immigra-
tion and the situation on our border. It
was a very moving statement that he
has made before and needs to make
again. He did it today and identified a
serious issue we are facing—not just
one but several serious issues. They are
dramatized by the fact that we are see-
ing hundreds of children who are being
turned loose on America’s border with
Mexico crossing the border, being ap-
prehended, and being placed in a hu-
mane situation in America—children,
some as young as 5, 6, and 7 years of
age, not accompanied by adults. You
think to yourself, what is going on
here?

Senator CORNYN, of course, rep-
resenting the State of Texas, knows
this better than most because they are
watching these children.

Eighty percent of these children
come from three countries: Honduras,
El Salvador, and Guatemala. In these
countries there is a state of lawlessness
at this point that is so desperate—so
desperate—that a family would turn
over a child to someone who says: I
will get them across the American bor-
der.
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Some of these kids show up—I do not
know how many; I cannot tell you—
with little slips of paper with a name
and a telephone number of a relative in
the United States. Think about that
for a second. How desperate would a
family have to be to turn over a 5-year-
old, a 6-or 7-year-old child to someone
and say: Take them hundreds of miles
and enter illegally into the TUnited
States of America with my little girl
or my little boy. I cannot even imagine
the desperation that people are facing
that they would do such a thing.

That represents a major problem for
the United States at several levels.

First, we are a humane and caring
nation. We will not see a child aban-
doned at the border and turn our backs.
What we are doing is taking these chil-
dren into protective custody, trying to
find a way to link them with some
member of their family for their own
good. Imagine the trauma these kids
have gone through at that point and
now what they might face. That is why
we are stepping forward.

Senator CORNYN came to the floor,
and he rightfully said that many of
these children do not make these jour-
neys unharmed. Terrible things happen
to them. Awful things happen to
them—assaults, rapes, beatings, and
God only knows. You think to yourself,
what impact will that trauma have on
that child for such a long period of
time?

The lawlessness in these three coun-
tries is leading to this outmigration for
safety, this desperation by many fami-
lies and parents.

The second aspect is one that we can-
not ignore either. Many children come
into the United States, and some of
them come in the most extreme situa-
tions for a very basic human reason—
children who were raised in other coun-
tries and their parents are in the
United States. They have not seen
them sometimes for years. They have
received cash to keep them going under
the care of another relative, gifts at
Christmas, gifts for their birthday. But
some of these kids—these little kids—
will jump on these freight trains and
go through Central America toward the
United States in the hope of finding a
parent. I cannot tell you the exact
numbers.

There is a book that won the Pulitzer
Prize called ‘“Enrique’s Journey.” A
woman named Nazario who writes for
the L.A. Times went down to Central
America, got on one of these trains
with these kids, who sit on top of these
freight cars as they go through these
countries trying to get to the United
States. Many of them—she believes the
majority of them—are simply trying to
be reunited with their parents.

Listen to the tragedy in what I have
just described. Think about the des-
peration of families and the despera-
tion of these children and where it puts
us in the world today, and reflect for a
moment on a political reality that did
not come up in the earlier statement.
The political reality is that it has been
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more than 1 year since the Senate
passed a comprehensive immigration
reform bill with 68 votes, 14 Repub-
licans joining the Democrats in a bi-
partisan effort.

I know a little bit about this bill be-
cause I joined the group who wrote it,
four Democrats, four Republicans, sit-
ting across the table—on our side,
CHUCK SCHUMER of New York, BOB
MENENDEZ of New Jersey, MIKE BENNET
of Colorado; on the Republican side,
JOHN MCCAIN of Arizona, JEFF FLAKE of
Arizona, LINDSEY GRAHAM of South
Carolina, and MARCO RUBIO of Florida.
We sat in this room—many rooms, I
should say—over a period of months
and hammered out a comprehensive
bill that deals with many of the issues
that are behind the tragedy I just de-
scribed. That is something we ought to
acknowledge is part of our challenge
today, that 1 year has gone by and the
House of Representatives has refused
to even call this bill for consideration.

I am pretty proud of what we did and
what we wrote. I do not think there are
many pieces of legislation that bipar-
tisan that have the support of business
and labor and religious groups of every
denomination. They all support our
bill. T am proud of that fact.

I served in the House. I know they
have some pride of authorship. They
may want to do their version of the
bill. That is OK. But doing nothing is
not OK. It is not acceptable. We have a
broken immigration system. Senator
CORNYN of Texas said as much himself.

If we are going to deal with the prob-
lem at the border with these children,
if we are going to deal with the prob-
lem of 11 million or more undocu-
mented people in America—many of
whom have been here for long periods
of time, may live in a household where
everyone else in the house is an Amer-
ican citizen, and I know of these cases
in Chicago; I have met them-—people
who are willing to come forward at this
point in their lives, register with the
government, tell the government where
they live, where they work, have a
background check so that if they have
serious criminal issues they are gone,
stay in this country, pay their taxes,
pay a fine for being undocumented,
learn English, and wait 13 years at the
earliest before they can become citi-
zens, and they go to the absolute back
of the line—that is what our bill says.
That, to me, is a movement toward a
solution of what we are facing today.

But I hear many times criticism of
this President. I will tell you, this
President has been fully supportive of
this effort for comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. I cannot tell you how
many hours I have spent with him and
s0 many others trying to work toward
this goal. I know, because he used to be
my junior Senator from Illinois and we
are pretty close. I know that when he
was going through the transition to be-
come President, he invited Senators
McCAIN and GRAHAM to meet with him
in Chicago before he was sworn in.
They talked about immigration. That
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is how important it is to this Presi-
dent. So those who would blame him or
dismiss him for the current situation,
it is not fair. He supports comprehen-
sive immigration reform.

He said to the House of Representa-
tives and the Republican leadership
that he will step back in terms of doing
anything on an executive level and give
them the opportunity to do what they
are supposed to do—call this matter for
a vote. We are praying they do it before
the end of July because we are running
out of time. In just a few months there
will be an election and then a lame-
duck session between the election and
the new Congress. Not much can get
done in that period of time.

The President has said to Speaker
BOEHNER and the Republicans: Move
the bill. So when I hear the criticism of
some of the terrible injustices in our
current immigration system, I think
we ought to be very honest. We have
passed a bill—a bipartisan bill, a com-
prehensive bill—in the Senate, and it
has been sitting in the House for more
than a year. More than a year.

I came to this issue, like most, with
a family story. I have told my family
story on the floor many times, but I
am proud of it, so I am going to repeat
it.

My mother was an immigrant to this
country. She came to America, brought
here at the age of 2. She was brought
from Lithuania. My grandmother
packed her up with my aunt and uncle
and brought them over in a ship. They
landed in Baltimore and somehow got
on a train to St. Louis. They were
headed for their great opportunity in
America, their land of opportunity, the
town I was born in, East St. Louis, IL.
That is where I came from. That is
where they landed because the Lithua-
nians were there working in the pack-
ing houses and the steel mills and all of
the jobs that immigrants take.

That is my story. That is my fam-
ily’s story. But that is also America’s
story. Those immigrants who come
here and take the dirtiest, hardest
jobs, work night and day trying to
make sure their kids have another
chance, create time and again genera-
tions of renewal in America.

There is something in our DNA, my
friends—all of us who are proud to say
we are Americans—there is something
in our DNA about that immigrant spir-
it, to think that my family and mil-
lions of others said: We are leaving
Jurbarkas, Lithuania, and we are going
to America, where we do not even
speak the language.

What an adventure. What courage.
What Americanism. That is what cre-
ates us. That is in our national DNA.
Thank goodness it is.

There is something else I would like
to note. It has been 2 years since Presi-
dent Obama issued an Executive order.
It was known as the Deferred Action
for Childhood Arrivals Program,
DACA.

Here is the history. Thirteen years
ago I got a call in my Chicago office
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from a Korean mother who said she had
a problem. She had brought her daugh-
ter to the United States at the age of 2
on a visitor’s visa. Her daughter was
now grown up, 18 years of age. She had
never filed any papers for her. Tech-
nically mom, who was here legally as a
citizen, had an undocumented child in
her house.

The problem was that this undocu-
mented girl had turned out to be a
spectacular pianist and had won an op-
portunity for scholarships to the
Juilliard School of Music and the New
York Conservatory of Music. She was
that good. When she went to fill out
the application, they asked her for her
citizenship. She turned to her mom and
said: What am I?

Her mom said: I don’t know.

The girl said: What are you going to
do?

Mom said: Let’s call DURBIN.

So they called my office. We checked
the law. The law was very clear. That
little girl who had been in the United
States for 16 or 17 years at that point
in her life was undocumented and
under the law had to leave the United
States for 10 years and apply to come
back in. That is how the law was writ-
ten.

I thought to myself: That is not fair.
That little girl did not have any say in
her parents moving here. She had noth-
ing to say when they failed to file the
necessary papers. Now she was the vic-
tim of our legal system and her par-
ents’ failure to file the papers so she
could be here legally.

So I introduced the DREAM Act. The
DREAM Act I introduced 13 years ago
said: If you are in that kind of a cir-
cumstance—brought here as a child by
your parents, have lived in the United
States, finished high school, no serious
criminal record—we will give you a
chance. Either enlist in our military or
go to college for at least 2 years, and
we will put you on the path to citizen-
ship.

That is the DREAM Act. Well, that
bill has been around a long time—13
years. It has passed in the Senate as
part of a comprehensive bill, and it has
passed in the House individually. But it
has never passed in both places, which,
as we know, is what is necessary to be-
come a law.

So I wrote to President Obama, with
22 of my colleagues—that at one point
included Senator Lugar of Indiana, my
Republican colleague then—and asked
the President: Create an Executive
order so these young people eligible for
the DREAM Act will not be deported
while we debate. Give them a chance to
be here in a legally recognized status
because they would qualify under this
bill that continues to pass—the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals.
That, of course, was enacted by the
President in Executive order 2 years
ago.

After it was enacted, Congressman
LUis GUTIERREZ and I—in Chicago—
said: We want to give all of those eligi-
ble to apply for this deferred action
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protection under the Executive order a
chance to sign up.

So Luis and I said: We are going to
reserve Navy Pier—if you have ever
been to Chicago, there is a huge ball-
room at the end of Navy Pier, one of
the most popular sites in downtown—
and we are going to invite any young
person who wants to sign up for DACA
so they won’t be deported to come in
and sign up.

I said initially: I hope we get 200 peo-
ple to come because we have a big room
here.

In the end over 10,000 showed up. It
overwhelmed us. We had volunteer law-
yers there, lots of friends there, and
people helping. Parents got in line at
midnight the night before, standing
with their kids and waiting for a
chance to give these kids a chance to
be legally in the United States and not
deported; that is how much it meant to
them.

Some of these parents, sadly, didn’t
have the same protection, but they
wanted to do everything they could for
their kids. Well, the time has passed,
and in the course of time we have seen
560,000 children across America who
signed up for this protection under
DACA—560,000.

I have come to the floor and told
about 50 or 60 stories about these
DREAMers. We call them DREAMers—
these young kids. Each time I tell the
story, I get responses from people say-
ing: I can’t believe that we still haven’t
resolved this problem.

I want to tell you one of these stories
today. I want to update you about one
of the DREAMers I have spoken about
on the floor.

This is Erika Andiola and her mother
Guadalupe Arreola. Guadalupe’s hus-
band—Erika’s father—abused her for 15
years. In order to escape this abuse and
protect her kids, she fled to the United
States.

Free from threats of violence, Guada-
lupe and her children made life in this
country. Her daughter Erika graduated
with honors from Arizona State Uni-
versity with a bachelor’s degree in psy-
chology. She is the founder and presi-
dent of the Arizona DREAM Act Coali-
tion, a group advocating for immigra-
tion reform.

After receiving DACA, her protection
under the President’s Executive order,
Erika became the first DREAMer to
work for the Congress. She could le-
gally do it under the President’s order.
She served as district outreach director
for Congresswoman KYRSTEN SINEMA of
Arizona. I might add that Congressman
GUTIERREZ also hired one of the ear-
liest DREAMers under DACA on his
staff as well.

The same week that Erika was hired
to work for a Member of Congress, they
received notice that her mother was
being placed in deportation pro-
ceedings. Why were we trying to deport
Erika’s mother, Guadalupe? Because
she was pulled over for a traffic viola-
tion and she had a deportation order
that was 15 years old.
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Erika made a difficult decision. She
gave up her job with the Congress-
woman and started focusing on helping
her mom. Her mother wrote me a letter
and said:

I have always taught my children that
there is nothing more important than the
love for our families. . . . I ask Congress and
the President to realize that I am a human
being who was just looking to protect my
children from a life full of violence.

There are 11 million undocumented
immigrants like Guadalupe in the
United States. They are hard-working
men and women with courage who
leave everything behind they know to
build a better life. They have strong
family values, and they make a real
contribution to our country and our
economy. They serve our food in res-
taurants. They clean off the tables
when we are finished eating. They take
care of our small children in daycare,
and they watch our parents in nursing
homes. That is who the undocumented
are in America.

They raise children like Erika and
make contributions to our country.
They want to be Americans. But under
current law, there is no way for them
to get in line and legalized.

Last week the Secretary of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, Jeh
Johnson, was kind enough to come to
Chicago. I invited him. I wanted him to
see the Broadview processing facility,
where those who are about to face de-
portation are held. It is a grim re-
minder of families that are being bro-
ken up right before our eyes. I wanted
him also to meet with people in the
Muslim community, in the Syrian
community, in the Hispanic commu-
nities, and talk about immigration in
America today. He was kind enough to
do that.

Along with my colleagues, Congress-
men LUIS GUTIERREZ and BILL FOSTER,
we visited the center. We met in the
detention cells a 5l-year-old man who
came to the United States at the age of
6. He has three kids who are U.S. citi-
zens. One now serves in the U.S. Army
and another is a police officer. In the
visitation area outside, we met his
mother, who is 80 years old. She was
hoping to get a glimpse of her son be-
fore he was deported.

This is the human impact of immi-
gration laws and policies. The House of
Representatives has a chance to fix
this and many other problems. We can
move together to stop this horrible hu-
manitarian crisis at the border with
children. We can move together to deal
with the undocumented among us who
will step forward, pay their taxes and
their fines, learn English, go to the
back of the line and wait their turns.
We will be a better country if we do.

I hope the House Republicans will
take up this responsibility. If they
have a better idea, bring it to the floor
and vote on it but, if not, call up our
bipartisan Senate bill. Let’s fix this
broken immigration system. Let’s
move this country forward.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. PORTMAN. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 469

Mr. PORTMAN. I rise today to put
the Senate on record on something
very important, and that is speaking to
the decision by the Obama administra-
tion to release five top Taliban leaders
from Guantanamo Bay without con-
sulting Congress, as required by law—a
decision that I believe endangers the
lives of American personnel, not to
mention the countless Afghans and the
success of our mission in Afghanistan.

It has been well reported in the press
that this release was done without con-
sulting Congress or congressional lead-
ers on either side of the aisle—Repub-
lican or Democrat, by the way. This
was in clear violation of a requirement
to provide detailed notice to Congress
before such action is taken—a require-
ment that is contained in both an au-
thorization bill called the 2004 National
Defense Authorization Act and a spend-
ing bill, the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2014, both of which passed
Congress with big bipartisan majori-
ties. Both were bipartisan bills, and
there was a bipartisan consensus about
having this notification.

Despite several closed-door briefings
and public comments from the admin-
istration since we learned of the re-
lease, the administration has been un-
able to provide any legitimate jus-
tification for violating the requirement
and for failing to consult with Con-
gress.

I believe the President’s conduct
raises a lot of questions—questions
which should concern every Member of
this body on both sides of the aisle.

This is not a partisan issue, nor is it
about what kind of soldier SGT Bowe
Bergdahl may have been. I trust the
Army will handle that matter appro-
priately. This is about our role in the
Congress, and it is about our national
security. It is about protecting our
men and women in Afghanistan. It is
about ensuring that what they have
fought for in the last decade and the
gains they have made in our war
against terrorism and for the people in
Afghanistan will not be squandered, as
we are seeing today in the country of
Iraq.

Congress enacted the bipartisan no-
tice requirement to secure those inter-
ests and to prevent the release of dan-
gerous terrorists who are likely to re-
join the fight if they are freed. It re-
quires the President to give a detailed
justification for the release of detain-
ees from Guantanamo Bay, why such a
release is in the country’s national se-
curity interests, and what actions the
administration will take to ensure that
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those released detainees do not return
to the battlefield to threaten American
lives—basically asking the administra-
tion to notify us, but to also provide a
justification for the release and the
conditions of that release.

Had the President followed the law, I
believe many of the dangers posed by
this decision could have been avoided
altogether. I think he would have
heard on a bipartisan basis the con-
cerns of the Congress, which were only
voiced after the decisions were made,
again, on both sides of the aisle.

Make no mistake, these five men who
were released are dangerous. Don’t
take my word for it. This is what the
administration has said repeatedly. I
was in a hearing before the Senate
Armed Services Committee in 2012. I
was a member of the committee at that
time. Senator LEVIN, my colleague and
chairman of the committee, who is
here on the floor with us today, was at
that committee hearing. In fact, he
asked some very good questions, in-
cluding questions to the President’s
own Director of National Intelligence
James Clapper.

What did Mr. Clapper say? He reiter-
ated a 2010 administration assessment
that these five Taliban leaders—these
same five who were just released—
posed a high risk of returning to the
fight.

On this very point, Director Clapper
did not equivocate, saying:

I do not think anyone harbors any illusions
about these five Taliban members and what
they might do if they were transferred.

This was sworn testimony before our
committee. Even if, as the President
admits, there is ‘‘absolutely a risk that
these men will return to the battle-
field,” these men were senior members
of the Taliban. They include the
Taliban’s deputy defense minister, dep-
uty minister of intelligence, adminis-
trator of the interior, and some were
closely associated with Osama bin
Laden or Al Qaeda. Two are wanted by
the United Nations for war crimes.

Yet despite these red flags—which,
according to reports from the press,
were reiterated during internal White
House debates of the transfer—Presi-
dent Obama released these men any-
way without following the notice pro-
vided in the law.

We need to know why. We need to
know what security risks these five in-
dividuals pose. We need to know what
measures have been put in place to
mitigate those risks. I don’t know why
any Member of this body would oppose
going on record saying that the law
was violated and seeking answers to
these good questions.

In a moment I am going to ask for
unanimous consent on a resolution
which I have offered and many of my
colleagues have cosponsored calling on
Congress, through regular order and
committee jurisdiction, to investigate
the decision to authorize this release.
This resolution has a very narrow pur-
pose: It only seeks to ensure that,
when Congress speaks, the President
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listens. I would remind us that this
provision on Guantanamo transfer
passed in an overwhelming bipartisan
manner.

This is not an issue of politics. No
matter what party the President is
from, our entire constitutional balance
depends on adherence to the rule of
law. This is about more than the Presi-
dent ignoring Congress. The American
people are the ones who deserve these
answers. We are their representatives.
That is why that provision was put in
place, so that we, representing them,
could give the President better advice.

The American people deserve these
answers. So do, by the way, our men
and women in uniform who continue to
put their lives on the line for us every
single day.

Already this month, since the release
of these detainees, eight American
servicemen have lost their lives in Af-
ghanistan. We still have over 30,000
troops in the theater—30,000 Americans
putting their lives on the line for us
every day. I think a lot of them are
wondering: What was the justification?
Why? What effect will it have on them
and their safety? One could hardly
doubt that the administration’s deci-
sion to release these Taliban leaders
will put even more Americans at risk.

We should be under no illusions: If we
take no action, I do not believe this
will be the last unlawful transfer of de-
tainees from Guantanamo Bay back to
the battlefield.

In other words, if we don’t speak and
g0 on record to say: Wait a minute; we
had a law here; this is wrong; we need
a detailed justification—I believe the
wrong message will be sent to the ad-
ministration. The sense is Congress
didn’t seem to care that we violated
the authorization bill, the appropria-
tions bill, and went ahead without pro-
viding the appropriate notice.

President Obama has made it clear
that closing Guantanamo is one of his
top priorities in the waning days of his
administration. I understand that. But
he has provided no such clarity on
what he intends to do with the dan-
gerous men who are housed there—men
such as Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, the
principal architect of the 9/11 attacks.
He is there. Will he be released? Into
whose custody? The terrorist known as
Hambali, the mastermind of the Bali
bombing that killed 200 people, includ-
ing 7 Americans; Ramsey bin Al-
Shabab, a high-ranking Al Qaeda oper-
ative who helped coordinate the 9/11 at-
tacks.

We also need to remember why we
went to Afghanistan in the first place.
Before 9/11, under Taliban rule the
country had become a haven for Al
Qaeda, a power base for Osama bin
Laden, and a place from which to plan
and launch attacks against the United
States and our allies. We went to Af-
ghanistan to seek justice for those who
died on September 11, but we also went
to remove the Taliban from power, to
free the Afghan people, and to ensure
that Afghanistan never again becomes
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this base, this platform for terrorist
activity which threatens us. We must
not be blind to the fact that the
Taliban aims to regain as much power
as they can in Afghanistan and in
Pakistan. That means a return to op-
pression, human rights abuses, the sup-
pression of women’s rights and, most
importantly to us and our national se-
curity, the complicit harboring of their
ally Al Qaeda. We have just returned to
them the leadership team to help them
achieve that goal.

President Obama tells us the war in
Afghanistan is coming to an end. We
need to ensure that end is one of sus-
tainable victory, not defeat. The dete-
riorating situation we see unfolding be-
fore us on our TV sets in Iraq today
demonstrates what can happen when
we rush to the exits without preparing
for an appropriate exit.

Today, the black flag of radical Islam
flies over the second largest city in
Iraq, and armed militants are advanc-
ing on Baghdad. Proclaiming victory in
Iraq did not make it so.

Many made it clear that if we failed
to maintain appropriate forces in Iraq
to help the government transition and
establish its authority, the long-term
stability of Iraq would be open to
threats and radical groups. We chose
not to complete a status-of-forces
agreement with the Maliki govern-
ment. President Obama did not heed
the warnings from those who saw these
threats, and unfortunately we are see-
ing some of these predictions come
true. Whatever we do in Afghanistan, I
hope we learn from the lessons of Iraaq.

The decisions to release high-ranking
members of the Taliban while the fight
against the Taliban continues to this
day has shaken the trust of the Amer-
ican people, the trust of the Afghan
people, and it opens the frightening
possibility that what we are seeing
today in Iraq may be a foreshadowing
of Afghanistan’s future.

In my view, Congress has the respon-
sibility to get to the bottom of how
this release happened and to ensure it
doesn’t happen again. I hope my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle will
support the resolution I have sub-
mitted so we can fulfill that responsi-
bility.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Armed Services Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. Res. 469; that the Senate proceed to
its consideration; that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, and the motions to reconsider be
considered and laid upon the table with
no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I do in-
tend to object to the resolution for a
number of reasons.

First of all, the resolution prejudges
the very conclusion that the resolution
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says it wants an investigation to deter-
mine. It calls for an investigation, but
then it already concludes that the
President violated the law. That is not
what I call an impartial investigation.
That is a resolution which reaches a
conclusion prejudging the very inves-
tigation it calls for.

There are other problems here as
well. My good friend from Ohio said the
President violated the law because he
didn’t give 30 days notice to Congress.
Indeed, the National Defense Author-
ization Act provides for 30 days notice.
But it also is a matter of fact the
President said, when he signed the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, that
if there were necessary circumstances
where there were negotiations going on
with foreign countries or foreign people
in terms of preserving or saving an
American life that he is not going to be
bound by 30 days notice. He said that
at the signing ceremony.

You can’t change a law at a signing
ceremony, but what you can do at a
signing ceremony is what this Presi-
dent did: At the very signing ceremony
for the very act the Senator is relying
on, the President put us on notice that
there could be circumstances under
which he could not give 30 days notice
to the Congress.

When he did not give 30 days notice
in this circumstance, he did it on the
advice of counsel. The Department of
Justice told him that he has powers, as
Commander in Chief, under article II.
That is part of the law of this land. The
law of this land includes the National
Defense Authorization Act. As a mat-
ter of fact, the Presiding Officer is very
much aware of the fact that the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, of
which he is so important a part, is part
of the law of this land. But so is article
IT of the Constitution, which gives the
Commander in Chief certain powers,
and the Department of Justice said he
could use those powers to not give 30
days notice because it could jeopardize
the life of an American citizen.

Maybe there are those who argue
that is OK, follow the authorization
law instead of article II, because the
authorization law somehow or another
has precedence over article II, which it
doesn’t. Article IT is part of the Con-
stitution. But the authorization act
itself was said to be subject to article
II powers of the President when he
signed the very act.

So what happened? The President de-
cided, because of the exigencies of
these circumstances—whether you
agree or don’t agree with the details of
the deal, that is one issue. People can
disagree with that all they want. But
as to whether once the President de-
cided he was going to make that deal
and save that life and not jeopardize
that life by waiting 30 days, at that
point the question is, was that illegal?
That is what a court could decide if it
so chose as to whether a President
could use article II powers in order to
act quickly to save an American life.

I think that prejudging this kind of
an issue with the kind of investigation
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that would prejudge it—because that is
part of the resolution itself—is not
what this Senate should be doing.

By the way, during that 30-day period
the President would have had to have
not just waited 30 days; he would have
also had to have made all kinds of de-
tailed and substantive classified notifi-
cations. He would have had to have
made certain kinds of findings, de-
tailed statements, the basis for the
transfer release, and explanation of
why the transfer release is in the na-
tional security interest of the United
States, a description of any actions
taken to mitigate the risks. He would
have had to have done all that before
he was able to execute the transfer of
an American citizen to the safety of
this country.

The President did do all of those
things immediately after he made the
decision to act. So we got all of that
notification that is required by law,
but we didn’t get it 30 days in advance
because of the jeopardy it would have
created to American life.

Again, people are going to disagree as
to whether this agreement should have
been reached. That is fair discussion,
fair game for debate, but that is a very
different issue as to whether we should
prejudge as to whether the President,
who acted under his article II powers—
and told us he might do so when he
signed this bill—acted illegally, and
that is what this resolution says hap-
pened—that the President acted ille-
gally. It prejudges the investigation.

I think for a number of reasons it is
inappropriate for us to adopt this reso-
lution, so I will object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. It is unfortunate
that we cannot at this point come to a
bipartisan agreement on something
even, it seems to me, as straight-
forward as this.

To my friend from Michigan I would
say a couple of things. One, this resolu-
tion does not prejudge the investiga-
tion. The resolution—and I have it in
front of me now—does not talk about
the President’s article II powers. It
very clearly says that transfer of these
detainees violated the National De-
fense Authorization Act—legislation
that you brought to the floor—and the
appropriations bill. That is what it
says. So that is clear by the very lan-
guage in those bills, that it does vio-
late those bills. It doesn’t talk about
the constitutional authorities the
President may have. It does say that it
violates the terms of this legislation. It
does not prejudge the investigation,
which is in the why, the investigation
as to why it happened, with, again, the
intent of trying to keep this from hap-
pening again.

I do think the President could have
used some reasoned judgment from
some people who have been around a
while, maybe even Senator LEVIN, who
has some strong views on these na-
tional security matters and was in-
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volved earlier in the hearings that I
was in where, under oath, the adminis-
tration official talked about how dan-
gerous these very men were.

Second, Senator LEVIN correctly says
the President cannot change the law,
and that is all we are saying. He cannot
change the law with a signing state-
ment. If he didn’t believe this law was
appropriate, he should have vetoed it,
and he has done that in the past—as
have other Presidents—vetoed legisla-
tion with which he didn’t agree.

So I do believe that under article II,
Chairman LEVIN is correct that the
President does have certain authori-
ties. That is why we were very careful
when we drafted this legislation, this
resolution, to say that this says the
Congress shall go on record estab-
lishing that under the clear terms of
these two laws that were passed by the
Congress and signed into law by the
President, the President did not follow
the terms of those laws. That is clear.
The investigation, then, is into why,
and the Armed Services Committee
would have the ability to do that.

By the way, today I know many are
celebrating the capture of Ahmed Abu
Khattala. Ahmed Abu Khattala was
one of the terrorists who attacked the
American compound in Benghazi, and I
am glad to hear we have captured him
and he may be deported back to the
United States of America.

It is interesting because we got no-
tice. I don’t know if the chairman was
notified, but I know the intelligence
committee was notified. And that
wasn’t required by law, by the way. It
is just common practice that happens
when you have a relationship between
the administration and Congress that
is confidential.

We were notified, of course, with re-
gard to the bin Laden capture. I cannot
imagine the bin Laden capture was any
less sensitive or any different in kind
to make it something that we could do
a notification on when we couldn’t do
it on the release of these five detainees
from Guantanamo.

So this is something I think is very
reasonable. We are asking for justifica-
tion not after the decision is made—
that is not what the legislation says. It
says before the decision is made so that
Congress can have the opportunity to
discuss this with the President and to
make sure that, in fact, we are pro-
ceeding appropriately with these very
dangerous detainees at Guantanamo.

I would again make the point that
some of these detainees who are at
Guantanamo right now are people
who—just as in the case of these five
Taliban—have been considered to be
extremely dangerous, and I would ask
the question, If Congress isn’t on
record saying that we expect the law to
be followed here and that the President
ought to notify Congress before we re-
lease these people, what is going to
happen with Khalid Shaikh Moham-
med? What is going to happen with
Hambali? What is going to happen with
Ramzi bin al-Shibh, an architect of the
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9/11 attacks? These are all people who
are at Guantanamo. The President says
he wants to shut it down.

I think the legislation Senator LEVIN
and others crafted—which, by the way,
was legislation that changed over time.
It evolved. The notification was a rel-
atively slight requirement on the
President compared to the previous
legislation when I was on the Armed
Services Committee with Chairman
LEVIN. So this was something we
thought about. We decided notification
was appropriate, notifying Congress
and providing a detailed justification.
It is not too much to ask.

Again, we required the President to
tell the Congress before releasing
Guantanamo detainees. We spoke with
one voice in the Congress. The Presi-
dent ignored that legal requirement.
He ignored the voice of Congress. He ig-
nored the law. If we are not going to
hold him accountable, I don’t know
who will. Again, what does it say about
the separation of powers enshrined in
our Constitution, which simply says
Congress has a role as one of the
branches of government. No declara-
tion, no investigation, no recourse? I
don’t think that is going to be helpful
in terms of ensuring that balance of
power continues and that we don’t
have this situation recur, as the Presi-
dent is talking about shutting down
Guantanamo Bay and releasing other
detainees.

I hope my friends on the other side of
the aisle will reconsider their course of
action today and take a careful look at
this resolution, which was carefully
drafted—including not to impinge on
the President’s constitutional powers
under article II. I think the stakes are
simply too high to do otherwise.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Presiding Of-
ficer.

Mr. President, first of all, look at
what the resolution says. When you
read the resolution, it says: Congress
should investigate the actions taken by
President Obama and his administra-
tion that led to the unlawful transfer
of such detainees.

So when my friend says it doesn’t
prejudge that it was unlawful, by its
very terms it says ‘‘investigate the ac-
tions taken by President Obama that
led to the unlawful transfer of such de-
tainees.” That is what the resolution
says.

Secondly, the point that the resolu-
tion makes no reference to article II—
my friend says that, and he is accurate
in that regard. That is the problem.
What is missing is a reference to what
the President was advised he could do—
which is act under his article II pow-
ers—and what the President said he
would do when he signed this bill.

Third, the fact that we were notified
of the bin Laden capture—I don’t know
how many of us were notified, but it
certainly wasn’t 30 days before he was
captured, if it was at all. That is the
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issue here—not whether the President
should have notified—by the way, I
think he could have done a better job
of notifying Congress. That is not the
question. The question is whether he
acted illegally, as the resolution says
he did, because he didn’t follow the 30-
day notice requirement, which, in his
judgment and I think a lot of other
people’s judgment, including mine,
would have jeopardized the life of an
American citizen. So he acted under ar-
ticle II powers to avoid that jeopardy,
and there is no reference to article II in
here. There is no reference to the fact
that the Department of Justice in-
formed the President he could act
without abiding by a 30-day provision if
he acted under his article II powers to
save the life of an American citizen.

There are many reasons that this res-
olution—there are many problems that
it seems to me this resolution does not
fairly address or resolve, and that is
the reason I object.

One other issue; that is, my friend
from Ohio made reference to James
Clapper, who is the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence. Well, Director
Clapper supports the deal that was
made relative to this transfer, as does
General Dempsey, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Admiral
Winnefeld, the Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time until
4:45 p.m. be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees and
that at 4:45 p.m. all postcloture time be
expired and the Senate proceed to vote
on the confirmation of Calendar No.
572, with all the provisions of the pre-
vious order remaining in effect, and
that the Senate then resume legisla-
tive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, with this
agreement there will be two rollcall
votes at 4:45 p.m., first on the con-
firmation of Peter Kadzik to be Assist-
ant Attorney General and second on
cloture on the motion to proceed to
H.R. 4660, the House Commerce, Jus-
tice, Science Appropriations Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I am coming to the
floor today to talk about what is hap-
pening in Ukraine, but before I do that,
I cannot help but—having heard some
of the discussion before this from my
colleague from Michigan and my col-
league from Ohio—add to that discus-
sion.

First of all, the President didn’t even
notify the chair of the intelligence
committee and the ranking member of
that committee. And I think it is clear
why he didn’t notify the chair of the
intelligence committee. Because there
was widespread opposition from the in-
telligence committee to transferring
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these five particular detainees, and
that was made clear to the administra-
tion well before this prisoner swap was
made.

Moreover, what I find not only
shocking—that the chair and ranking
member of the intelligence committee
weren’t consulted about this, but what
made my jaw drop was when I learned
that our commander in Afghanistan
had not been consulted in advance
about the impact on the ground of this
particular prisoner transfer in terms of
the five Taliban detainees—which,
make no mistake, what our intel-
ligence community has said is that
these five detainees, the five Taliban
dream team—on a scale of 1 to 10, how
likely will it be that they get back in
the fight against us and our allies and
against our interests? Four of them, we
were told, are a 10 out of 10 that they
will get back into the fight. That is
why these five detainees were des-
ignated as high-risk by the board that
is supposed to review these issues and
decide whether prisoners can be safely
transferred out of Guantanamo or
whether they should be indefinitely de-
tained.

I just wanted to add that to this dis-
cussion because it is important to un-
derstand. I do believe we should bring
our men and women home who have
served our country, but these five de-
tainees represent a real danger to us
and our allies going forward, and that
is why even the intel committee on a
bipartisan basis didn’t think this was a
good idea.

The notion that the President
couldn’t trust, for example, the rank-
ing member of the intel committee,
whom I have great respect for, and the
chairman of that committee, whom we
entrust every day to hold classified in-
formation, to ask at least what the
intel committee thought, I just think
that is absurd, that they would have
somehow put at risk our soldier in Af-
ghanistan.

So I wanted to add that to the discus-
sion. And it seems to me that if we
really wanted to consult on the ground
with our commander in Afghanistan,
we would want to know from him in
advance what he thought about putting
the five detainees back in the battle
space, regardless of what he thinks now
about it because making a good deci-
sion means consulting the people who
are knowledgeable about this in ad-
vance.

What worries me the most about this
transfer is the fact that five out of the
five are likely to get back in the fight,
and we don’t have a good record on
this. The estimates are that 29 percent
of those who have been detained in
Guantanamo have either gotten di-
rectly back in the fight or we believe
have gotten back in the fight against
our interests or the interests of our al-
lies. That is the national security con-
cern about this transfer.

UKRAINE

I am here today to talk about the sit-

uation in Ukraine. As we look around
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the world there is so much happening
and so much which is of concern to our
country, but today I would like to
focus on Ukraine and what Russia is
doing in Eastern Ukraine to interfere
with the sovereignty of the Ukrainian
people, to interfere with their choice of
how they want to conduct their coun-
try, the choices they have a right to
make for their own country.

Of course, this began with the illegal
invasion and annexation of Crimea, but
it has not stopped there. It has contin-
ued in Eastern Ukraine, where essen-
tially we have seen violence and tur-
moil in parts of Eastern Ukraine.

Make no mistake, the cause of that
violence and turmoil in Eastern
Ukraine is by the so-called separatists,
and the cause is very clear: Vladimir
Putin and Russia hold the key to that
violence. They hold the key and are as
responsible for that violence as they
are responsible for the illegal invasion
of Crimea.

In fact, I would say Vladimir Putin
has operational control of what is hap-
pening. He could ask those separatists
to stop what they are doing. He could
stop giving them arms. He could stop
giving them the things he has been giv-
ing them, including the capability of
shooting down UKkrainian planes, giv-
ing them the capability of tanks and
arms.

With everything the Ukrainian peo-
ple are trying to deal with, what do
they want? The Ukrainian people want
to determine their own future. They
want Vladimir Putin and Russia to
butt out. They want Russia to respect
their sovereign territory, and unfortu-
nately none of this is happening.

I recently had the honor of leading a
delegation to Ukraine to oversee the
Presidential election last month. I had
the chance to sit down and meet with
the now-elected President Boris
Plushenko in Ukraine.

I also had the chance to meet many
people in Ukraine and see their elec-
tions firsthand. One of the events that
was very inspiring to me was the first
polling place I went to in Kiev. There
was an older gentleman, probably in
his seventies, who cast the first ballot
of the day. As he cast his ballot, he
said: ‘“‘For democracy.” That was a
very moving moment because that is
what we saw throughout the polling
places we observed in Ukraine. They
had a very high turnout.

The Ukrainian people came out to
vote in their elections so they could
choose their President, not a President
chosen by Vladimir Putin. They came
out to vote for a President chosen by
the Ukrainian people, and they did it
despite what was happening in Eastern
Ukraine. They did it despite the
threats Russia made against their sov-
ereignty and their country.

I think they did it in spite of Russia
and to send a message, as a people, to
say: We are going to determine our fu-
ture. Vladimir Putin, you are not going
to determine our future. I found it all
inspiring.
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Why does Ukraine and what happens
there matter to the United States of
America? First of all, if Russia believes
they can go in and invade the sovereign
territory of another country without
consequences, what does that mean for
the rest of Europe and the security of
Europe? Unfortunately, we have seen
history such as this before, where
countries are invaded and other coun-
tries act in an apathetic fashion; there
are no consequences as a result of that
invasion.

The President gave a moving speech
in Warsaw, Poland, on June 4 of this
year, to celebrate the 25th anniversary
of Freedom Day there. In that speech
the President said:

Ukraine must be free to choose its own fu-
ture for itself and by itself. We will not ac-
cept Russia’s occupation of Crimea or its
violation of Ukraine sovereignty.

It means increased support to help
our friends such as Ukraine and
Moldova and Georgia, all of which are
watching what is happening in Ukraine
and wondering: Will we be next if there
are no consequences for the invasion of
Ukraine? To help them provide for
their own defense, our free nations will
stand united so further Russian provo-
cations will only mean more isolation
and costs for Russia.

In fact, as I went to Ukraine to over-
see the elections, the President had
said—with those impending Presi-
dential elections in TUkraine—along
with Chancellor Merkel of Germany,
that if the Ukrainian elections were
interfered with, there would be more
costs to Russia. Well, guess what.
When I was there overseeing the elec-
tions in places such as Kiev, where we
had a record turnout, the Russians con-
tinued to foment violence in the east-
ern province.

In Donetsk and Luhansk, the people
there did not have the free right to
vote and exercise their decisionmaking
for the future of their country. Where
were the costs for that? There were
none imposed. In fact, the economic
sanctions imposed by this administra-
tion have not had an impact on Russia.

In fact, their stock market is back to
where it was before the sanctions, and
at this point they feel they have gotten
away with it because the economic
sanctions we imposed prior to those
elections were imposed on individuals
and some minimal sanctions on sec-
toral, but very limited, and we have
done nothing to actually support the
Ukrainians in helping them to defend
themselves.

What has happened since the Presi-
dent talked about the costs they would
endure if they interfered with the elec-
tion? Nothing happened even though
the Russians continue to foment vio-
lence in the east.

Flash forward to the Warsaw speech
in Poland, where the President said if
there is further aggression by the Rus-
sians, there will be costs if they inter-
fere with the sovereignty of Ukraine.

Guess what happened since then.
Since that time, the developments

S3709

have been absolutely shocking, and I
think the Russians are trying to take
advantage of what is happening in Iraq
and other things happening around the
world. They are thinking we will lose
sight of their illegal invasion of
Ukraine and what they are doing in
Eastern Ukraine.

On June 12, Russian-backed separat-
ists in Ukraine reportedly acquired T-
64 tanks and BM-21 rocket launchers
from Russia. These are the types of ve-
hicles—rocket launchers—Russia is
supplying to their agents, essentially,
in Bastern Ukraine. There have been
tanks sighted. This is no grassroots
movement. Tanks and rockets have all
been provided by Russia to kill Ukrain-
ian people who are trying to defend
their sovereignty. This has all hap-
pened since the elections, adding on to
the violence that was committed in
Eastern Ukraine during the elections.

The President said there will be
costs. There have been no costs for
tanks and missile launchers in Eastern
Ukraine. In fact, on June 14 pro-Rus-
sian separatists shot down a Ukrainian
military transport killing all 49 people
on board in the deadliest unrest in
months in Eastern Ukraine. This is the
type of transport the Russians—the
agents they backed—shot down.

In order to shoot down a plane such
as this, they have to have the tech-
nology to do it, and guess who is giving
them that technology. Russia. Yet
there have been no costs to that be-
cause at this point the President has
just talked. He has not imposed tough-
er sanctions on the economy of Russia
nor has he provided the Ukrainian
military with support.

This is what it looked like when they
shot down those 49 people who were
killed. The Russian agents and the sep-
aratists they are giving the arms to did
this—shot down that plane, and this is
the actual picture of that plane.

At this point what is the State De-
partment’s response? What has our ad-
ministration said? We are highly con-
cerned about the new Russian efforts
to support the separatists. We are very
concerned. If they don’t deescalate,
there will be additional costs.

How many times will our President
and the State Department say there
will be additional costs if the Russians
do anything further? How many times
will the Russians again shoot down
Ukrainian planes by giving these arms
to their agents and their separatists?
How many more Russian tanks have to
cross the Ukrainian border before we
will impose such costs?

Words don’t mean anything to some-
one such as Vladimir Putin, and he
knows we keep talking and not acting,
so he can keep shooting down their
planes. He can make sure the tanks
roll over the border—the Russian
tanks. This is not a grassroots move-
ment. They have tanks and rocket
launchers to shoot down aircraft. This
is a subversion where the Russians are
also trying to repeat the playbook of
what happened in Crimea to further
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take over the rest of Ukraine, and it is
time for us to back up our words with
actions.

What kind of actions are we talking
about? We are talking about legislation
we have offered in the Congress. I have
worked with Senator CORKER and oth-
ers on legislation that will impose
tougher economic sanctions on Russia
and will make a difference to them and
their economy. We have financial sec-
tor sanctions, energy sector sanctions,
military sector sanctions—sanctions
that will send the message that, yes,
this will hurt your economy if you
don’t respect the sovereignty of an-
other country or if you continue to es-
calate the violence by providing not
only tanks but also rocket launchers
and shooting down planes of the
Ukrainian people.

When I had the chance to meet with
the new President of Ukraine, he had a
request of us. First of all, he wants to
make sure we are tougher than we have
been on Russia in terms of economic
sanctions so Russia doesn’t continue to
invade their territory and, not only
that, so they don’t go into other coun-
tries in the region. We need to use the
economic tools at our disposal so we
are forced to use military tools down
the line. We have economic tools this
administration is not using to impose
costs on Russia and to back up the
words of our President rather than con-
tinuing to look the other way when
tanks roll in and airplanes are shot
down.

What else can we do? The President
asked me about supporting their mili-
tary. No one wants to send a U.S. troop
to Ukraine. No one wants to send our
people to fight their battle, but this is
what he asked of us: The former Rus-
sian-backed President gutted our mili-
tary. Can you help get us some basic
things for our military—body armor,
communication equipment, night vi-
sion goggles, in addition, antitank and
anti-aircraft capability.

What would that do for them? They
could defend themselves from the
tanks. They could help push back
against their planes from being shot
down. So what they want is the ability
and the help to defend themselves.

Why should we give it to them? We
should give it to them because not only
is it the right thing to do so they can
help defend themselves and we can
push back against the Russian invasion
in their country, but it is the right
thing to do because we were a signa-
tory to the Budapest memorandum.

In 1994, Ukraine gave up their nu-
clear weapons. They gave up their nu-
clear weapons under the Budapest
memorandum that the United States,
the United Kingdom, and Russia
signed. Russia has violated this agree-
ment because the agreement required
all parties to respect the sovereignty of
Ukraine and the agreement required us
to respect not only their sovereignty,
but they expected some security assur-
ance because they were giving up their
nuclear weapons by signing this agree-
ment.
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We haven’t even given them anti-
tank, anti-aircraft equipment so they
can defend themselves after they gave
up nuclear weapons. What other coun-
try in the world is ever going to give
up their nuclear weapons when we are
not even going to impose tough eco-
nomic sanctions on a country that has
been invaded. We have not even given
them basic military equipment when
they were invaded.

I would argue, in looking at this
playbook, no rational country is going
to give up their nuclear weapons again
in such an agreement if we don’t actu-
ally follow through in what our Presi-
dent said, which is: There will be costs
if the Russians continue to invade the
territory of Ukraine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 1 addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. AYOTTE. In summary, I do not
expect us to go alone. I would ask our
European partners to step up too. It is
a shame that the French will continue
their recent sale to the Russians to
give them further capability of the
Mistral class amphibious assault ships.
So shame on the French for that be-
cause Europe is threatened by the Rus-
sian aggression here, and I not only ex-
pect our country to follow through, but
our allies should be held accountable to
follow through as well.

Ukraine matters. We cannot continue
to look the other way as Russia thinks
they can invade another country with-
out consequences. We can make a dif-
ference in this Congress. I urge the
President to follow through on his
words; otherwise, do not say it if you
were not willing to back it up, Mr.
President.

The Ukrainian people deserve our
support. They love America. All they
want is to determine their own future
instead of Vladimir Putin determining
their future for them.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

EMBASSY SECURITY

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about an important
topic, the topic of embassy security.
The safety of American embassies
abroad and especially our capital ‘““A”
Ambassadors and our small “‘a’” ambas-
sadors, who go to work every day in
communities across the globe—182
countries where we have embassies—to
represent the United States.

Embassy security has been in the
news yesterday. The President an-
nounced the dispatch of 275 additional
marines to Baghdad to protect the
American Embassy and embassy per-
sonnel in Iraq. Today we received the
news of the excellent law enforcement
work that has been done by the United
States to finally capture one of the
leaders behind the raid on Benghazi in
September of 2012. Obviously, embassy
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security is an important and very
newsworthy and topical issue.

Mr. President, I think you have no-
ticed what I have, that in the after-
math of the tragic attack on the em-
bassy compound in Benghazi that cost
four Americans their lives, there has
been much discussion in Congress
about Benghazi. But too much of it, in
my view, has been focused on trying to
play the blame game than trying to
talk about what we should do to mini-
mize the chance of such an incident
happening again.

We have seen attacks on embassies.
From the attack on the U.S. Embassy
in Beirut in the 1980s, to attacks on
embassies in Africa in the 1990s, we
have seen this before. But what we
ought to be talking about in this body
and in the House is how to make our
embassies safer instead of trying to
play a blame game.

I want to bring in this speech one
fact about embassy security that
should trouble us a lot, and especially
us in the Senate. Of the 182 countries
in the world that have United States
Ambassadors, 54 of the U.S. Ambas-
sador posts are currently vacant. Near-
ly 30 percent of the ambassador posts
in the world—where the U.S. Ambas-
sador goes to represent us—are cur-
rently vacant. Ten of the posts are va-
cant because the White House has not
forwarded a name to the Senate, which
is responsible for the consent to those
nominations. One of those 10—Syria—
has not been forwarded because of secu-
rity reasons. Twenty-one posts are va-
cant because the White House has sent
nominees but the nominees are pending
in the Foreign Relations Committee,
where I serve. The chairman of the
committee, Senator MENENDEZ, is
doing all he can to move those through
but is facing some pretty significant
opposition, often from members of the
committee. And 23 of the positions are
vacant because they have gone through
the Foreign Relations Committee, they
have received overwhelming votes of
support, but they are being held here
on the Senate floor with no action on
the Senate floor, often for a very long
period of time.

Let me tell you about those 23 na-
tions. The ambassador to the nation of
Djibouti, which is a critical partner in
Africa for the United States in coun-
terterrorism operations—his nomina-
tion has been pending in the Senate for
67 days; for the Czech Republic, the
nomination has been pending for 95
days; for the Bahamas, the nomination
has been pending for 122 days; for the
State of Kuwait, in the Middle East—a
critical area—the nomination has been
pending for 179 days; for Bosnia and
Herzegovina, 200 days; for Hungary, 215
days; for New Zealand, 223 days; for
Iceland, 223 days; for Zambia, 270 days;
for the Gabonese Republic, 270 days; for
the Islamic Republic of Mauritania,
pending here in the Senate, 272 days;
for the Kingdom of Norway, 272 days;
for Jamaica, 272 days; for the Kingdom
of Lesotho, 312 days; for the Republic
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of Palau, 313 days; for the Democratic
Republic of Timor-Leste, 313 days; for
Cameroon, 314 days; for Namibia, 314
days; for Niger—Niger, critical in
issues of terrorism and counterterror-
ism in Africa—the nomination on this
floor, pending for 314 days; for Trinidad
and Tobago, 314 days; for Albania, 319
days; for Sierra Leone, 335 days; and
topping the list, a strong ally of the
United States, the Republic of Peru,
the ambassadorial nomination has been
pending on the floor of the Senate for
3563 days—almost a year.

Again, these vacancies represent
nearly 30 percent of all of the in-coun-
try ambassadorships that the United
States sends around the globe—essen-
tially just hanging a sign out in front
of the Embassy of the United States
with a big ‘‘vacant’ sign on it.

I would submit that ‘‘vacancies”
means an uncertainty about leadership
and that hurts embassy security. Mr.
President, you and I were both Gov-
ernors. We know that our agencies ran
a lot better when they knew who the
leaders were. An interim, a part-time,
a temporary, an acting—that is not the
same as a leader. That is not the same
as a confirmed ambassador. So our per-
sonnel, who are serving in these 54 em-
bassies around the world—often in very
dangerous places in the world—are
there waiting for their leader to come.
Now they have a deputy in charge of
the mission, and those people are usu-
ally fine, but even that deputy is wait-
ing to find out: Who will our leader be?
Times of uncertainty increase insecu-
rity.

So I would say to my colleagues, if
you really care about Benghazi and em-
bassy security, you should care about
confirming ambassadors in these 54 na-
tions that are waiting for American
leadership.

The ability to promptly nominate
and confirm these ambassadors is di-
rectly connected to our security, and I
would argue that individuals blocking
or slowing down ambassadorial ap-
pointments are not being accurate
when they claim to support embassy
security.

The effects of these vacancies are not
just in the security of our embassies,
obviously. I often hear colleagues on
the floor of this body or see them on
television criticizing America as re-
treating from global leadership. Well,
if you care about America’s global
leadership, why allow 54 American em-
bassies around the world to not have
ambassadors? Why allow those vacan-
cies to exist?

The existence of these vacancies—
some for nearly as long as a year—
sends a pretty powerful message to the
nations where the vacancies exist. And
the message could be interpreted one of
two ways. Maybe the United States is
retreating from global leadership be-
cause if the United States cared, the
Senate would confirm ambassadors. Or
in some countries the interpretation is
a little bit different. It is not about
global leadership. Some countries in-
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terpret it as: Maybe we are not that
important to the United States. It is a
sign of disrespect to nations as impor-
tant as Niger, some of the nations in
the Middle East I mentioned, France,
to not have ambassadors for extended
periods of time.

This is a very important issue and I
do not think this body, which is con-
stitutionally charged with this respon-
sibility, should be complicit in sending
a message to the nations of the world
that we are retreating or that we are
uninterested in our relationships with
them.

Let me conclude by coming back to
the subject of embassy security. Mr.
President, I know you, like I, in this
job have had the opportunity to travel
around the world and meet some of our
embassy personnel. What I try to do
when I travel—I imagine you try to do
the same—is not just spend time with
the capital ““A” ambassadors—that is
important—but I also try to spend time
with the small ‘“‘a’” ambassadors: the
Foreign Service officers on their first
or second tour who have chosen—even
though the salary is not great, even
though the working conditions can be
tough, even though security challenges
can be significant—to serve the United
States abroad.

I was in Beirut, in Lebanon, in Feb-
ruary with Senator ANGUS KING of
Maine. Let me tell you about our per-
sonnel in Lebanon. Because of the dan-
gers in that country, they all have to
live on the embassy compound. They
live there in Beirut, which has been
subject to some very difficult times.
The U.S. Marine barracks in Beirut
were bombed in the 1980s. The U.S. Em-
bassy was bombed. Hundreds were
killed in those two bombings. The U.S.
embassy annex was bombed. Other U.S.
Embassy personnel were targeted and
killed. Hundreds of Americans serving
not just in the military but as Foreign
Service officers lost their lives in Leb-
anon, representing us in the best way
they could.

For that reason our embassy per-
sonnel live on the embassy compound
in Beirut. Guess what kind of personal
life they have. They are allowed 6
hours a week personal time to be off
the embassy compound, and they have
to be escorted by security. They de-
scribed what it is like. They might
want to go to the beach, and traffic is
horrible, so in that 6 hours a week, it is
an hour and a half to get to where they
want to go, and then it is an hour and
a half to get back from where they
want to go, so what they really get is
about 3 hours a week of personal time.
That is what these wonderful American
public servants do.

I then went to Egypt, and I had a
visit with a young first-tour Foreign
Service officer there who was talking
about needing to finish a meeting we
were having because of the Skype date
with her husband. I was not familiar
with that terminology. She serves in a
capacity where, for safety and other
reasons, it was not ideal for him to be

S3711

there with her. So on Friday nights
they both dress up, and with a glass of
wine they then fire up the Skype and
talk across thousands of miles to try to
keep their marriage alive. This is a
person who is thrilled to serve the
United States in a dangerous part of
the world. Again, it is not for the sal-
ary. It is not for the comfort. It is for
the honor of representing this country.

We owe them something. We owe
them a secure operation that can make
them feel—mot completely safe because
there is no guarantee of safety for our
personnel in many of these countries
but at least that we are doing all we
can to try to keep them safe.

I stand today because we are not
doing all we can to keep these people
safe. To the extent that we in the Sen-
ate are responsible for the vacancies of
nearly 30 percent of the ambassadorial
posts around the world—and the ab-
sence of ambassadors leads to addi-
tional insecurity—we are not honoring
our obligation to the brave Americans
who want to serve this Nation in very
dangerous places.

I urge my colleagues, if you are talk-
ing about Benghazi and the need for
more embassy security, you should be
promptly confirming ambassadors to
represent the United States. If you are
worried about the role of America in
the world, and you are asserting, criti-
cally, that America is retreating from
global leadership, you should be con-
firming promptly the ambassadorial
nominees who are pending before the
Senate.

With that, Mr. President, I thank you
and yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAINE.) Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

VOTE ON KADZIK NOMINATION

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con-
sent to the nomination of Peter J.
Kadzik, of New York, to be an Assist-
ant Attorney General.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
CASEY) is necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 43, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 199 Ex.]

YEAS—55
Baldwin Heitkamp Pryor
Begich Hirono Reed
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reid
Blumenthal Kaine Rockefeller
Booker King Sanders
Boxer Klobughar Schatz
Brown Landrieu Schumer
Cantyvell Leahy Shaheen
Cardin Levin ) Stabenow
Carper Manchin
Coons Markey Tester
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (CO)
Durbin Menendez Udall (NM)
Feinstein Merkley Walsh
Franken Mikulski Warner
Gillibrand Murphy Warren
Hagan Murray Whitehouse
Harkin Nelson Wyden
Heinrich Paul
NAYS—43

Alexander Fischer Moran
Ayotte Flake Murkowski
Barrasso Graham Portman
Blunt Grassley Risch
Boozman Hatch Roberts
Burr ) Heller Rubio
gha;nbhss ilcfvfen Scott

oats nhofe ;
Coburn Isakson gissmns

- elby
Collins Johanns Thune
Corker Johnson (WI)
Cornyn Kirk Tf)omey
Crapo Lee Vitter
Cruz McCain Wicker
Enzi McConnell
NOT VOTING—2

Casey Cochran

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table, and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session.

———

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2015—MOTION TO
PROCEED—Continued

CLOTURE MOTION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
proceed to Calendar No. 428, H.R. 4660, an act
making appropriations for the Departments
of Commerce and Justice, Science, and Re-
lated Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015, and for other purposes.

Harry Reid, Barbara Mikulski, Richard
J. Durbin, Elizabeth Warren, Tim
Kaine, Richard Blumenthal, Robert P.
Menendez, Debbie Stabenow, Chris-
topher Murphy, Patrick J. Leahy,
Sheldon Whitehouse, Sherrod Brown,
Patty Murray, Tom Harkin, Tom
Udall, Christopher A. Coons, Robert P.
Casey, Jr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
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call has been waived. The question is,
Is it the sense of the Senate that de-
bate on the motion to proceed to Cal-
endar No. 428, H.R. 4660, an act making
appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce and Justice, Science, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2015, and for
other purposes, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.
CASEY) is necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 95,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 200 Leg.]

YEAS—95
Alexander Gillibrand Murphy
Ayotte Graham Murray
Baldwin Grassley Nelson
Barrasso Hagan Portman
Begich Harkin Pryor
Bennet Hatch Reed
Blumenthal Heinrich Reid
Blunt Hgitkamp Risch
guoker glrono Roberts

oozman oeven
Boxer Inhofe go;:)l;efeller
Brown Isakson ubio
Sanders

Burr Johanns Schatz
Cantwell Johnson (SD)
Cardin Johnson (WI) Schumer

N Scott
Carper Kaine .
Chambliss King Sessions
Coats Kirk Shaheen
Coburn Klobuchar Shelby
Collins Landrieu Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Corker Levin Thune
Cornyn Manchin Toomey
Crapo Markey Udall (CO)
Cruz McCain Udall (NM)
Donnelly McCaskill Vitter
Durbin McConnell Walsh
Enzi Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Warren
Fischer Mikulski Whitehouse
Flake Moran Wicker
Franken Murkowski Wyden

NAYS—3
Heller Lee Paul

NOT VOTING—2

Casey Cochran

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 95, the nays are 3.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

NOMINATIONS

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 1
rise to speak to the 42 very well-quali-
fied and very patient nominees who,
through no fault of their own and cer-
tainly no fault of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and no fault of their
records of service to this Nation that
have been established, are trapped on
the executive calendar, unable to as-
sume their appointed posts because the
Republican leadership has chosen ob-
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structionism as a political tool. They
have consciously chosen the strategy
to do nothing, pass nothing, approve
nothing, and leave, most importantly
in my view, key diplomatic posts un-
filled for months, threatening in many
cases national security and our ability
to conduct foreign policy.

Those who say that Congress is bro-
ken are wrong. The Congress isn’t bro-
ken, but if the Republican leadership
wants you to believe it is, they use
every parliamentary tool to make cer-
tain, among other posts, we cannot fill
key foreign policy positions. And the
world waits, American foreign policy
waits, diplomacy waits, and our allies
wait to let these nominees and their
families have some closure and get to
work.

The blame for these posts being left
vacant with these people being in polit-
ical limbo rests squarely on the shoul-
ders of the Republican leadership. It is
not a problem with Congress or the
Democrats or the President or with the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
Never, to my knowledge, has this body
as a political strategy obstructed en
masse the appointments of non-
controversial career Foreign Service
officers who have worked for both
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations. Never.

Never have we held up appointments
to so many ambassadorial positions,
State Department positions, USAID
positions, and representatives to the
multilateral development banks.
Eighteen of the forty-two pending
nominees are ambassadors who would
fill important posts in the Czech Re-
public, Bosnia, Albania, Gabon, Mauri-
tania, Cameroon, Niger, Sierra Leone,
Djibouti, and Kuwait. Nearly 20 per-
cent—20 percent—of our total ambassa-
dorial presence in Africa is being held
up by the Republican leadership. All of
them have waited on average 280 days—
280 days—for Senate action. That is un-
fair to them. It is unfair to their fami-
lies. It is bad policy. It is unnecessary,
irresponsible, and completely unac-
ceptable. And it has to end. It harms
our regional coordination on issues
such as food, security, and counterter-
rorism.

We are seeing what is happening
across Africa, particularly northern Af-
rica, and we have a challenge. We have
a challenge that involves our national
interests and our national security.
You cannot promote the solutions to
those challenges if you don’t have an
ambassador on the ground in those
countries. Let us remember that U.S.
leadership plays a major role in sup-
porting peace and security efforts
alongside our development, democracy,
and humanitarian goals across Africa
and around the world, preventing us
from being able to project power and
leadership, leaving us—in my view—
vulnerable from a national security
standpoint.

In West Africa, the Nigerian terrorist
organization Boko Haram is perpet-
uating a brutal campaign of violence
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